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United States Delegation 
Paris Meetings on Viet-Nam 
June 3, 1970 


Dr. Henry A. Kissinger ' 
Special Assistant to the President 
National Security Affairs 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Henry: 

' i 

During my last visit to Washington the President spoke 
of taking another look at things as the current phase 
of the Cambodian operation came to a close at the end 
of June. A: that time we spoke of various possibilities 
in very general terms. You asked that I give you my 
views in early June regarding the options and any ideas 
I may have. This letter is designed to do that as 
specifically as possible. I will set forth my view of 

ibl ® scenarios based on certain assumptions 
and with specific objectives in mind. 

First, as to objectives. I remain convinced that the 
generai objective of South Vietnamese self-determination, 
set forth early in this Administration and reaffirmed 

regulariy, -.s stil 1 vaiid. However, Hanoi's extension 

the conflict throughout Indo-China, by virtue of 
development.-; in Laos and Cambodia, complicates this 
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Vfe h , aVe alwa 7s taken into account the relation 

f nxizx £ rt 2* 

iv- mest; s ■&? 

any longer realistic, although South Viet-Nam and its 

future remain the core problem. .Hanoi has widened the 
war and I do not believe they will narrow it again. 

ou f objectives must incorporate the wider 
of f P eace in Indo -China. My basic 
assumption is that we are now dealing explicitlv urft-n 
£ situation in all of Indo -China and the prospe^t^ 

into acoiu«° n This 8 ^ 8 " 1 S taoi< ' need t0 take that 
f ? Th ^ s Ganges the variables involved 

although it doesn't change the origin of the problem 
which remains Hanoi's designs on its neighbors. * 

T also assume that Hanoi has the determination and can 
o^?n th ^ re T CeS to maintain a credible mUi^y 

stretcW thS , area GVen though they may be 

stretched a bit thin and unable to deal major military 

namese^ 3 084 ° Ur forces and those of the South Viet- 

If our objectives center about a lust Dear*** in t „,i a -«lj 

ter^™ alS ?f-^ eal:LS J iCally antici P ate this to be a long- 3 * 
SoSr P ?hn^T* In J h is situation, it is conceivablf 

U S oresf^I • f 1 ° b r CtiVeS C0Uld involve a minimal 
* P rese n ce just so long, as we do not jeopardize theratnr 

Se ^,» Tf r ‘ Cerm succe£B - “ d as • Ata leST 7 

themselves Is chanoe “* che ««• to defend 



We have always kept open the option of separating n„i- -u 
military and political tracks/ This could“t tte h ' 
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n 3 o °< ° U f forces in the area, and the end of 
direct U.S. involvement. The political future would 

remain unresolved’ but a subject for on-going discussion. 

In the past we have tried to do this by some arrangement 

T, l0i - 1 , io not believe mutual withdrawal is 

!£ ?f C !? e foreseeable future, It may be brought 

■ neSOtiatl °" rhe Sht 

"f Hoped that the Paris negotiations could produce the 

" ° f ”“ ltar y and political agreementfbr 1 

jud£!S ^“/biSd e " d thS • IC is eeasidered 

judgment that based on our present proposals it is not 

possrble to .produce within the existing ftaLwrk o? L 

!StW o S-° n , V 1 r Nam thS S °« — fogfol nego - 6 

particularly among the Vietnamese parties concerned 
that will result in an acceptable solution. In brief I 

nLp°V ee t he GV ?’ the NLF » a nd the DRV each making the 
necessary compromises. B c . 

5f -I see it- we have a number of optional courses of action 

?? t mUtUally delusive, but can be pursued 

Tn d rt! d S a f, 15 ° r se< l uen£ ially without internal inconsistency 
In the following outline I will proceed from the clw 

rceS^oli™ Vd qUl ! eS th - J eaSt de P a rture from our . 
the the ° r<e Whtch Calls 

Option 1 

the fyy ourselves to the long-run based upon progress in 
tteer«u«la ° n Pr ° gram KlChln «" fo“ a »f the^President ' s 
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This assumes protracted war with a decreasing, but indefinite 
participation by U.S. forces. 

Under this plan we could speed up the process of U.S. 
withdrawal and a reduced U.S. combat role as a result of 
the successes in Cambodia and the improvement in GVN 
armed forces. 

■* 

We would maintain U.S. readiness to negotiate a settlement, 
but require an unambiguous move by Hanoi to get anywhere. 

We could dress this up by appointing a prestigious person 
to head our Delegation, but I do not see Hanoi thereby 
changing its negotiating position, c 

This position would be based on our ability to maintain o ur 
present course for at least another two years, while 
waiting for the enemy to make . a move . We would be prepared 
to accept the possibility that military conflict would 
continue indefinitely at varying intensity throughout 
Indo- China, but with a substantial decline in direct costs 
to us in manpower and materiel. 

On the ground, nothing would be resolved, but presumably 
nothing fundamental would be lost. Inherent risks would 
remain, and the shooting war would go on. The current 
negotiating scenario would be basically unchanged. 

Option 2 

Convening a wider conference in Paris for the 
settlement of the situation in Indo-China. This could 
be done within the framework of the Geneva Conferences. 

In that case the number of potential participants is 
large - the 1962 list, with representation from both 
sides in South Viet-Nam, Laos and Cambodia. Alternatively 
participation could be on a more selective basis. 


* 
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We and the other side would be going into such a 

lilflSfof neg ° tlatln 8 Positions and the 

ituation ot. che ground unchanged. It would be a talking 

and iSS^Ifo^IT T- In a wider coherence we may* 

“S“ a f° nS b “ S 0 e£Lrfcr“al« g poUttea 1 

al“ricn“ 1Uternal 6lenents ln 

j? e methods of convening such a conference are several 
_ could try to use any one or a combination of the 

the ftenfh f th \ C °- Cha ™n. consultItI„der 

he French proposal, the Djakarta proposals further 

encouragement of U Thant, a directapproachby the u.s 

, , e S P V1 f ts ,’ or a direct U.S. approach to Hanoi. We 
«-ould make ic known that the U.S. Delegation at an 

ZSSfZ * Uld be “ * «* sa ««ar y of 

' * •' 1 ■ ' t . . • 

Option 3 •' 

of « ^g. ?^ining a supervised ceas e -fire with the 

conference, In this case i^ould propos e a 
f *’ throughout Indo -China, either to be effective 

til* If Se1oSSnce S f "" Ponference. ,JtZ££L* 
p tor to cne conference has much to commend it anri j, 3e a 

precedent in the 1962 Geneva Conference. h S a 

S e al 8 wl £il t, pr0 f 0sal would he conditioned on the presence 
to its If f f UvII « / UP ?r 1S °f? b ° d7 ■ »hich would certify 

/i™ % £ 2 1 T It could consist of only a stand- 7 

own of offensive combat operations and not belied to 

withdrawal.,' regroupment or political 
ttlement. In sum, a standstill cease-fire remi-fr^n® 
an international presence as a safeguard. ^ 
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The only other element I would throw into such a cease- 
fire proposal would be agreement that all prisoners of 
war held on both sides will be released and permitted 
to return to the area of their choice. This to be done 
within 60 days after the cease-fire is in effect, with 
transfer tc be carried out under the supervision of the 
ICRC or the cease-fire supervisory body. 




Otherwise cur negotiating position would remain essentially 
as it is. 

1 •' ■. ' -ij 

• • ■ » • „ ... * ' 

Option 4 

Combining convening of a wider conference, a 
supervised cease-fire and an offer to withdraw all US 
and third country allied forces within a fixed time period 
after the cease-fire goes into effect,. 

We could try to bargain on the terms of our withdrawal 
by suggesting different time periods, depending upon given 
actions by Hanoi. I think it would be better to consider 
making a straight-forward offer of withdrawal within twelve ; 
months of a cease-fire date, without requiring prior 
agreement cn mutual withdrawal. In other words,, we would 
not insist on prior conditions regarding the presence of 
North Vietnamese forces outside North Viet-Nam, but ,„we * 

would make known our assumption that they will not be 
increased In number and, of course, they must abide by 
the cease-fire. 


Option 5 

Use the present Paris Meetings to propose a cease-fire 
or the cease-fire and withdrawal package , rather than link, 
them to a wider conference. This would require naming a 
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head of Delegation who would then broach the proposals in 
secret to the North Vietnamese. 

This limits the possibilities of negotiating in the Indo- 
China context and creates problems in dealing with the 
situation in Laos and Cambodia. It also leaves us on 
dead center with regard to a political settlement, and 
we may find the DRV accepting our proposal but tying it 
to agreement on a provisional coalition government in 
South Viet-Nam. This problem could also arise in respect 
of a wider conference, but it would be easier to separate 

it out.. - - 

* 1 • » t 1 1 

■ , / ■ . • ■ * * • . . , 

Timing and Scenarios 


Our on-going course of action should allow us to take 
advantage of the aftermath of the Cambodian operations. 
When the President gives his definitive report on the 
results, ho could make it known that we are now proceeding 
on the next withdrawals, beginning at once, within the 
150,000 figure announced on April 20. He could add, that 
depending on how it goes (the three criteria) we will try 
to better that figure by some significant amount. Finally, 
he could reiterate the invitation to negotiate in the 
i flexible manner set forth in his April 20 statement. This 

; sort of presentation could fit any of the options and 

| •-* should be useful in any case. ~ 

| If we are going to pursue Option 1, then no further action 

i would appear necessary. We could keep the doors open 

as they are and wait for Hanoi to make its move, if my. 

i * ■ ' ' , 

1 ’ • . » , , . ' • 

If we are going to try any of the other options then a 
more elaborate scenario is required. I would favor 
working through the Soviets on Options' 2, 3 and 4 and 
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at least keeping them informed unde: Option 5 Tt 
co -f-bl e that Option 2 (propose wider conire^ce) 
could be done publicly without prior discussion with 

T.r,*H-, S ST LetSs 1 thlIik ic is preferable to explore 
with them :.n advance. 

■ * 

fc u ? ovlets should be immediately after 

June 30. We should do it secretly and preferably 
directly, thus keeping the ensuing discussion in our 
controi. On the other hand, for the options involving 
a wider conference, there could be >some value in using 

a third party; in which case the British as Geneva Co- 
Chairman are an obvious choice. 

i ! 

Once our proposals have been put to the Soviets we should 
a low a reasonable time for secret exploration. If we 
??? we_are getting nowhere we could still consider 

fj a l in S di J e ctly with the Worth Vietnamese. 

55 llv > faced Y ith total rejection we could make 
Option^ 1 proposals and revert at that point to 

th ® °Ptions requires prior consultation with our 

"Tr-® ' fl 5 st and particularly with the GVN. Whichever 
ption we choose, I believe Thieu can be persuaded of 
the merits and of the protection afforded by the 
applicable limits . Even under the most drastic options 

reJZfZ. usefulness of tying IJ.S. withdrawal in a 

period to 311 internationally supervised 
the prudently providing for a period to test 

from ' V v? eSS ,° f the statld " down - ^ one counts time 

from now, t aking into account all the steps involved even 

force for r 't a ieast i l? ^ U ® ° n , the ^ ound in considerable 
Aorce ror « t least 15 more months. 


• % 
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The new options would be timed best for exploration in 
July and early August. If they do not work out, then 
we go into the fall in a strong position. s 

X appreciate that Options 3, 4 and 5 involve risks and 
a judgment that we can do something that might persuade 
Hanoi to shift from its uncompromising negotiating 
position and aggressive military strategy. However, I 
believe this necessary if we are to bring Hanoi to change 

within a reasonable time period - say six months. <= 

* * . '• 

I do not favor our taking new positions purely for 
propaganda effect. I do favor maximizing the attractiveness 
of our proposals to Hanoi so long as we do not give away 
any fundamental objectives. The question is how to make 
our withdrawal safely, but at the same time make our 
proposals on withdrawal so attractive to them that they 
will agree to the other elements. 


I also favor giving the Soviets a clear basis for using 
.their influence. From all one reads, they do not like 
the present situation, but are finding it hard to move 

Hanoi away from dependence on protracted war and back to 
negotiation. 

As you can see * I believe that the snore risky options 
deserve close consideration. That is why I raise them. 
They are neither complete nor definitive but I hope 
they are evocative. 

Those are uy thoughts for now. I would like to plan on 
a trip to Washington the last week of June - or earlier 
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f5 r Z°"P r - fer ' Before Che" I would appreciate hearing 
the baU-park?" 6 ^ ' “ t0 " hether the ldeas “e in 


Sincerely, 


7 


Philip C. Habib 


> 
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